II.  S.  Cotton  For  Cairo? 


The  Egyptian  government,  hard  hit  by  a  disastrous  cotton  crop 
failure  and  by  the  secession  of  Syria,  is  now  negotiating  with  the 
United  States  for  American  cotton.  For  the  first  time  in  50  years, 
Egypt  must  import  cotton. 

Cotton  is  Egypt's  gold.  It  furnishes  Egypt  with  about  two-thirds 
of  its  exports.  Deprived  of  this  basic  commodity,  Egypt  faces 
economic  catastrophe. 

• 

The  United  States  airlifted  60  tons  of  insecticide  in  an  effort  to 
save  it,  but  it  is  estimated  that  at  least  one-third  of  the  crop  was  de¬ 
stroyed  by  pest,  by  flood  and  by  cold  weather. 

In  addition,  the  secession  of  Syria  deprived  Egs^pt  of  short  staple 
cotton.  In  1959,  after  the  anschluss,  Egypt  adapted  her  textile 
machinery  to  use  Syria’s  inferior  short  staple  cotton  for  her 
domestic  textile  needs,  in  order  to  be  able  to  export  her  own  higher 
quality  long  staple  cotton. 

Last  month,  Egypt  opened  negotiations  with  the  United  States 
to  obtain  up  to  350,000  bales  of  medium  and  short  staple  cotton. 
Three  plans  have  been  under  discussion. 

Under  the  first  plan,  Egypt  would  barter  long  staple  cotton.  But 
this  would  require  an  increase  in  import  quotas  and  would  be  resisted 
by  domestic  growers  who  would  prefer  to  grow  more  long  staple 
cotton  than  to  import  from  Egypt. 

The  United  Nations  has  an  opportunity— once  and  for  ail — to  tell  the 

Arab  states  that  they  cannot  remain  at  war  with  Israel  and  that  the  time  has 

come  for  peace.  Much  depends  on  the  attitude  of  the  United  States  delegation 

to  a  peace  proposal  sponsored  by  15  UN  delegations.  (See  the  next  page.) 

The  second  proposal  is  the  sale  of  U.S.  short  staple  cotton  for 
Egyptian  currency  under  PL  480  (our  surplus  commodities  pro¬ 
gram).  But  our  cotton  crops  have  declined,  we  need  dollars,  and 
we  would  prefer  to  sell  for  hard  currency. 

The  third  plan  is  to  extend  long-term  credits  to  Egypt  for  the 
purchase  of  U.S.  cotton — ^these  credits  to  be  repaid  in  dollars. 

All  these  proposals  run  into  difficulties.  American  cotton  ex¬ 
porters,  who  are  trying  to  sell  U.S.  cotton  to  Europe,  will  not  approve 
subsidizing  a  competitor  by  enabling  her  to  reserve  her  own 
superior  fiber  for  export  to  Europe  in  competition  with  our  product. 
Incidentally,  France  may  now  be  cutting  down  her  purchases  from 
Egypt  because  Egypt  recently  violated  the  diplomatic  immunity 
of  members  of  a  French  mission,  charging  them  with  a  plot  to 
assassinate  President  Nasser.  Nor  will  Syria  be  pleased.  Cotton 
makes  up  about  40  percent  of  Syria’s  exports — and  Syria  is  now 
Egypt’s  rival,  no  longer  her  supplier. 

(Cotton  has  a  special  importance  for  Cairo.  Back  in  1955,  Egypt 
tried  to  get  arms  from  the  United  States.  We  were  willing  to 
grant  arms  to  Egypt  on  condition  that  she  comply  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  and  agree  to  a  U.S.  mission. 
Egypt  refused.  She  then  asked  for  arms  on  credit.  And  when  we 
could  not  agree,  she  turned  to  the  Soviet  bloc  and  began  extensive 
purchases  of  Communist  weapons,  mortgaging  her  cotton  crop. 

And  so  the  question  arises:  When  we  send  U.S.  cotton  to  Egjrpt, 
are  we  making  it  possible  for  her  to  pay  for  Soviet  weapons  ?  (We 
should  bear  in  mind  that  almost  40  percent  of  Eg}rpt’s  exports  have 
been  going  to  the  USSR,  Czechoslovakia,  East  Germany  and  Ck>m- 
Bunist  China.)  Are  we,  in  fact,  granting  credits  which  will  in¬ 
directly  enable  Egypt  to  continue  her  cotton-for-arms  trade  with 
the  Soviet  bloc — ^the  kind  of  action  we  refused  to  take  in  1955? 

(Turn  the  page) 
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...  viewing  the  NEWS 


Guflty.  An  Israel  court  found  Adolf 
Eichmann  guilty  on  all  counts,  conclud¬ 
ing  a  historic  trial  which  has  reminded 
the  world  that  barbarians  destroyed  six 
million  Jews,  in  our  own  civiliz^  20th 
century. 

Veto.  The  Soviet  Union  likes  to  back 
all  the  Arabs  at  the  United  Nations, 
but  finally  it  was  confronted  with  a 
painful  choice  between  them  in  an  in¬ 
ternal  Arab  conflict. 

It  broke  with  the  UAR  and  other 
members  of  the  Arab  League  and  sup¬ 
ported  Iraq  when  it  vetoed  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  Kuwait  for  membership  in  the 
United  Nations. 

Iraq  contends  that  the  oil-rich  sheik¬ 
dom  is  part  of  Iraq  and  not  entitled  to 
separate  existence. 

The  United  States  and  the  United 
Kingdom  supported  Kuwait’s  applica¬ 
tion. 

Observers  believe  that  the  Soviet 
Union  aligned  itself  with  Iraq,  not  be¬ 
cause  it  prefers  Premier  Kassem  to 
President  Nasser,  but  because  Iraq  is 
in  a  sharp  conflict  with  the  Western- 
dominated  Iraq  Petroleum  Co.,  whose 
concession  areas  Iraq  is  now  attempting 
to  limit. 

Iraq  hailed  Soviet  support.  Foreign 
Minister  Hashim  al-Jawad  told  news¬ 
men,  “The  Soviet  Union’s  use  of  the 
veto  was  a  triumph  for  right  and  jus¬ 
tice  .  .  .  and  a  blow  for  the  British 
imperialists.”  He  pointed  out  that  the 
Soviet  Union  has  once  again  proved 
that  “it  is  the  only  big  state  which  uses 
the  right  of  the  veto  in  accordance 
with  clear  objective  principles  ...  for 
the  sake  of  establishing  peace  and  jus¬ 
tice  .  .  .  and  combatting  imperialism 
in  a  clear,  logical  way.” 

Unhappy  France.  Premier  Michel 
Debre  of  France,  speaking  in  the  French 
Senate  on  Dec.  12,  criticized  U.  S. 
policies  in  the  Congo  and  the  UAR. 

(Continued  on  page  60) 


l^pED  NAmiNS . . . 


Peace.  Fifteen  small  nations  —  eight 
African,  six  Latin-American,  and  one 
European — ^joined  together  to  defy  tra¬ 
dition  at  the  United  Nations  last  week. 

They  introduced  the  word  “peace” 
into  the  debate  on  the  Arab  refugees — 
a  word  that  has  become  almost  taboo. 
Regrettably,  none  of  the  large  powers 
was  among  them. 

The  IS  nations  proposed  a  resolu¬ 
tion  calling  on  Israel  and  the  Arab  states 
to  settle  questions  in  dispute  by  direct 
negotiations,  with  the  assistance  of  the 
Palestine  Conciliation  Commission. 

The  resolution  asserted  that  peace 
would  facilitate  a  solution  of  the  Arab 
refugee  problem,  recalled  that  all  mem¬ 
ber  states  have  a  duty  under  the  Charter 
to  settle  their  disputes  by  peaceful 
means,  and  confirmed  early  General 
Assembly  and  Security  Council  resolu¬ 
tions  calling  for  an  Arab-Israel  settle¬ 
ment. 

The  15  sponsors  include:  Central 
African  Republic,  Chile,  Congo  (Braz¬ 
zaville),  Costa  Rica,  El  ^Ivador, 
Guatemala,  Haiti,  Ivory  Coast,  Li¬ 
beria,  Madagascar,  Netherlands,  Si¬ 
erra  Leone,  Togo,  Upper  Volta,  and 
Uruguay. 

The  resolution  was  offered  despite  the 
protests  of  Arab  leaders,  who  said  that 
it  would  be  “futile  and  sterile”  because 
all  the  Arab  governments  would  reject 
it. 

Two  African  delegates,  Frederic 
Guirma  of  Upper  Volta  and  Arsene 
Assouan  Usher  of  the  Ivory  Coast, 
clashed  angrily  with  Arab  delegates 

II.  S.  Cotton  For  Cairo? 

It  will  be  argued  that  the  grade  of 
cotton  we  send  Egypt  is  not  the  grade 
she  owes  the  Soviet  bloc.  And  it  will 
also  be  argued  that  Egypt’s  long  staple 
cotton  reserves  are  adequate  to  meet 
her  present  commitments  to  it.  Never¬ 
theless,  aid  to  Egypt  is  a  highly  de¬ 
batable  venture.  &me  sincerely  be¬ 
lieve  that  our  aid  might  liberate  her 
from  dependence  on  the  Soviet  bloc. 
Others  contend  that  our  aid  makes  us 
a  partner  of  the  Soviet  Union,  strength¬ 
ening  a  nation  which  takes  the  Soviet 
line  against  us  on  all  crucial  issues. 

It  is  a  fact  that  despite  the  steady  in¬ 
crease  in  U.S.  aid  to  Egypt  in  recent 


who  attacked  them  for  sponsoring  the 
peace  initiative. 

Usher  sharply  told  the  UN  Special 
Political  Committee,  on  Dec.  13,  that 
the  Saudi  Arabian  delegate  had  im¬ 
plied  that  the  Africans  had  “sold  out” 
to  Israel. 

“Saudi  Arabia,”  he  continued,  “may 
be  used  to  buying  Negroes,” — a  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  slave  traffic  in  that  country 
— “but  can  never  buy  us.” 

The  Africans  assured  the  Arabs  that 
they  wanted  to  be  the  friends  of  both 
the  Israelis  and  the  Arabs. 

For  their  part,  the  Arab  delegates, 
refusing  to  acknowledge  that  Israel  is 
a  sovereign  state,  called  for  resolutions 
creating  a  UN  custodian  to  supervise 
Arab  property  claims  in  Israel,  a  UN 
inquiry  into  the  treatment  of  Arab  citi¬ 
zens  of  Israel,  and  an  enlargement  in 
the  composition  of  the  Palestine  Con¬ 
ciliation  Commission. 

And  they  continued  to  insist  that 
there  was  only  one  solution  to  the  Arab 
refugee  problem — repatriation — whether 
Israel  agreed  or  not.  Over  and  over, 
Arab  spokesmen  denounced  any  alter¬ 
native  proposals,  such  as  resettlement 
or  negotiations,  as  illegal  moves  to  un¬ 
dermine  the  rights  of  the  refugees  and 
“to  liquidate  the  Palestine  problem.” 

Their  attitude  was  characterized  by 
Mrs.  Golda  Meir,  Israel’s  Foreign  Min¬ 
ister,  as  an  attempt  to  dissolve  Israel 
rather  than  to  solve  the  refugee  ques¬ 
tion. 

U.  S.  Stand.  The  U.  S.  delegation  orig- 

.  .  .  continued 

years,  Cairo  still  attacks  the  United 
States  in  Africa.  And  Nasser  has  again 
assumed  a  belligerent  attitude  towards 
most  of  his  neighbors. 

No  one  can  object  to  the  kind  of  as¬ 
sistance  which  helps  the  Egyptian  peo¬ 
ple  to  a  better  life.  But  we  have  the 
strongest  reservations  about  aid  which 
extricates  Egypt  from  the  consequences 
of  its  irresponsible  policies.  The  United 
States  should  not  make  good  the  short¬ 
ages  and  deficiencies  in  Egypt’s  econ¬ 
omy  that  have  resulted  from  Nasser’s 
diversion  of  Egypt’s  scarce  resources 
from  development  to  MIG- 19s  and  T- 
348. 


Refugee  Debate 


inally  planned  to  introduce  a  resolution 
authorizing  the  PCC  to  continue  the 
exploratory  talks  undertaken  by  Dr. 
Joseph  E.  Johnson,  the  PCC  special 
envoy  who  has  been  meeting  with  Is¬ 
raelis  and  Arabs  in  recent  months. 

But  the  Johnson  mission  was  bit¬ 
terly  attacked  by  Arab  delegates,  who 
contended  that  the  PCC  itself  (the  U.S., 
France  and  Turkey)  was  pro-Westem 
and  therefore  pro-Israel,  that  it  had  no 
legal  authority  to  initiate  the  Johnson 
mission,  that  it  was  wrong  to  send  him 
because  an  American  is  “in  Zionist 
captivity,”  and  that  Johnson  had  vio¬ 
lated  his  mandate.  For  the  Arabs  con¬ 
tend  that  the  PCC  and  its  emissary  must 
repatriate  Arabs  to  Israel.  They  have 
no  right  to  talk  of  resettlement  or  to 
suggest,  as  Johnson  did,  and  as  the  late 
Dag  Hammarskjold  did  in  1959,  that 
absorption  of  the  Arab  refugees  may 
be  linked  with  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Middle  East  as  a  whole. 
Johnson,  they  charged,  had  adopted 
Israel’s  position. 

Whether  this  barrage  influenced  the 
United  States  is  unclear.  But,  for 
whatever  reason,  the  U.S.  resolution,  as 
finally  introduced,  was  brief.  It  simply 
proposed  that  the  PCC  intensify  its  ef¬ 
forts  for  the  implementation  of  para¬ 
graph  11  of  resolution  194  (III),  and 
to  complete  its  work,  by  Sept.  1,  1962, 
on  the  identification  and  evaluation  of 
Arab  refugee  inunovable  properties  in 
Israel  as  of  May  IS,  1948. 

During  the  debate,  U.S.  Delegate 
Firancis  T.  P.  Plimpton  told  the  UN 
committee  that  t^  United  States 
“again  affirms,  as  it  has  many  times  id 
the  past,  its  firm  support  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  for  repatriation,  rcsetticiMnt 
and  compensation  contained  in  that 
paragraph  11,  and  its  earnest  hope  for 
the  early  implementation  of  those 
proviskNis.’’ 

The  Arabs,  of  course,  don’t  like  the 
U.S.  allusion  to  the  word  “resettl^ 
ment.”  But  they  are  winning  a  tacti¬ 
cal  victory.  The  U.S.  resolution  stresses 
paragraph  11  of  the  1948  resolution— 
the  major  shibboleth  of  Arab  propa 
ganda.  The  Arabs  have  succeeded  is 
making  that  paragraph  the  central 
theme  in  the  discussion  of  the  refugee 
issue. 

There  is  no  reference  in  the  U.& 
resolution  to  paragraph  S  of  the  1941 
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UN  resolution,  which  called  on 
parties  to  negotiate  a  settlement. 

Since  that  is  the  case,  the  IS-nation 
peace  resolution  helps  to  restore  the 
balance,  which  has  again  been  tipped 
to  Israel’s  disadvantage — as  in  past  UN 
debates. 


If  the  United  States  and  other  great 
powers  were  to  support  it,  the  IS-nation 
resolution  would  probably  sweep  the 
Assembly.  It  would  restore  proportion 
and  reinstate  peace  as  a  major  objec¬ 
tive  in  the  Middle  East.  Unfortunately, 
it  has  been  years  since  such  a  resolu¬ 
tion  was  proposed,  because  the  Arab 
delegations  are  dead  set  against  it. 

In  principle,  our  Government  favors 
Arab-Israel  peace  negotiations.  It  sup¬ 
ported  a  resolution  calling  for  direct  ne¬ 
gotiations  at  the  United  Nations  in 
1952.  The  1960  Democratic  platform 
endorsed  this  principle. 

But  an  American  spokesman  at  the 
United  Nations  described  the  IS-nation 
resolution  as  “not  realistic”  and  said 
the  United  States  would  not  support  it. 
He  also  indicated  that  the  United  States 
probably  would  not  vote  against  it  but 
would  abstain. 

Actually,  there  is  no  conflict  between 
the  IS-nation  peace  resolution  and  the 
United  States  initiative.  They  are  com¬ 
plementary  and  many  delegations  could, 
with  consistency,  vote  for  both. 


Seven  Hours  With  Shukairy 

Where  We  Came  In.  This  is  the  four¬ 
teenth  year  of  UN  debate  on  the  refu¬ 
gees  and,  once  again,  Arab  delegates 
campaign  to  reopen  the  entire  Palestine 
question. 

This  year,  they  are  filibustering,  try¬ 
ing  to  prolong  the  discussion  into  a  spe¬ 
cial  UN  session  in  early  1962. 

The  purpose  is  clear.  It  is  driven 
by  the  Arab  hope  that  some  day  the 
United  Nations  will  hand  down  a  new 
decision  legislating  Israel  out  of  exist¬ 
ence. 

Chief  Arab  spokesman  is  Ahmed 
Shukairy,  the  delegate  of  Saudi  Arabia, 
who  declaims  for  seven  full  hours.  He 
releases  69  pages  of  manuscript,  but 
this  is  a  bare  outline.  He  has  imagina¬ 
tion,  vocabulary,  and  he  enjoys  a  tre¬ 
mendous  advantage.  He  is  never  in¬ 
hibited  by  the  facts. 

Anyone  who  witnessed  the  events  and 
debates  of  1947  and  1948  is  shocked  by 
the  way  in  which  Shukairy  twists  his¬ 
tory  and  by  his  appeals  to  passion  and 
prejudice.  What  is  even  more  discon¬ 
certing  is  that,  except  for  the  Israel  del¬ 
egation,  which  must  reply  to  his  fan¬ 
tastic  charges,  few  are  constrained  to 
let  the  record  straight  and  to  call  Shu¬ 
kairy  to  the  accounting  of  accuracy  and 
civilized  behavior. 


It  is  no  exaggeration  to  say  that  Shu- 
kairy’s  tirades  against  the  Israelis  re¬ 
mind  one  of  Goebbel’s  attacks  against 
the  Jews  in  the  1940s.  Shukairy  will 
insist  that  he  is  not  anti-Semitic.  For, 
he  points  out  disingenuously  he  is  him¬ 
self  a  Semite — and  how  can  one  be 
against  oneself? 

He  tells  the  UN  Committee  that 
Zionism  is  the  worst  ism  of  our  age. 
It  is  nastier  than  Fascism.  It  is  uglier 
than  Nazism.  It  is  worse  than  imperi¬ 
alism.  It  is  more  dangerous  than  co¬ 
lonialism.  It  is  a  combination  of  all 
the  evils  there  are. 


The  Shukairy  argument: 

The  United  Nations  had  no  right  to 
create  the  State  of  Israel.  The  Arabs 
did  not  go,  to  war  against  Israel.  The 
Jews  went  to  war  to  force  the  Jewish 
state  on  the  Arabs  and  to  expel  the 
Arabs  in  order  to  guarantee  a  Jewish 
majority.  The  Arab  states  entered 
Palestine,  not  to  make  war,  but  to  res¬ 
cue  their  kinsmen.  The  Zionists  were 
expansionists.  They  pushed  for  more 
territory — expelled  more  Arabs  by  ter¬ 
rible  massacres. 


The  Reply.  Every  official  UN  record 
contradicts  Shukairy’s  distortions.  Later, 
in  a  90-minute  statement,  Israel’s  UN 
ambassador,  Michael  Comay,  puts  into 
the  record  the  reports  of  the  UN  Par¬ 
tition  Commission,  the  UN  Security 
Council  resolutions,  and  the  statement 
of  former  Sec.  Gen.  Trygve  Lie  that 
“the  invasion  of  Palestine  by  the  Arab 
states  was  the  first  armed  aggression 
which  the  world  had  seen  since  the 
end  of  the  war.”  Comay  describes 
Shukairy  as  a  “semantic  spaceman  or¬ 
biting  the  agenda.” 

It  is  a  well-known  fact  that  the  num¬ 
ber  of  Arab  refugees  on  the  UN  rolls 
is  inflated.  There  has  been  no  census 
to  remove  the  dead  and  the  non-refugee 
indigent.  But  Shukairy  ignores  official 
testimony.  He  attributes  the  increase 
to  Israel  “massacres.”  And,  he  warns, 
the  200,000  Arabs  who  are  in  Israel 
will  also  be  expelled.  Hence,  to  avert 
a  catastrophe,  he  demands  a  UN  com¬ 
mission. 

For  Israel,  as  Shukairy  sees  it,  is  not 
a  sovereign  state  and  “has  no  right  to 
one  single  span  of  Palestine.”  And 
since  Israel  is  not  sovereign,  it  must 
accept  a  UN  property  custodian.  And 
no  one  need  negotiate  with  Israel,  or 
discuss  matters  with  it,  or  seek  its 
agreement. 


Prejudice.  Shukairy  plays  on  preju¬ 
dice.  This  UN  Assembly  is  against 
colonialism.  Thus,  it  is  the  Arab 
strategy  always  to  identify  Israel  with 
colonialism,  to  suggest  that  the  United 
Nations  of  1947  was  dominated  by  the 
colonial  powers,  and  that  the  United 


Nations  of  today  would  not  approve 
of  creating  Israel. 

Shukairy  tries  to  poison  the  African 
delegates  against  Israel.  He  never  fails 
to  refer  to  Comay  as  a  South  African. 
At  one  point  Shukairy  tells  the  Commit¬ 
tee  that  Israel  weapons  were  found  in 
the  Katanga  forces.  This  allegation 
was  swiftly  denied  by  the  Israel  dele¬ 
gation.  And  Sebastien  Kopongo,  the 
delegate  of  Congo  (Leopoldville),  told 
the  UN  Committee  that  such  a  charge 
was  a  fantasy  “created  to  sow  distrust 
between  our  two  governments.” 

It  was  not  the  only  time  that  Shu¬ 
kairy  overreached  himself. 

Correction.  He  launches  into  a  dis¬ 
sertation  on  the  old  anti-Semitic  dual 
allegiance  smear.  Israel,  he  claims, 
regards  all  Jews  outside  Israel  as  be¬ 
longing  to  Israel.  He  surprises  the 
delegates  when  he  commiserates  with 
Uruguay’s  delegate,  Enrique  Fabregat, 
because,  while  Fabregat  believes  that  he 
represents  Uruguay,  he  is  actually  con¬ 
sidered  by  Israel  to  be  loyal  to  Israel 
since,  Shukairy  says,  he  is  a  Jew. 

Fabregat  interrupts,  pointing  out  that 
his  “philosophy  is  governed  by  his 
Spanish,  Christian  ancestors  .  .  .  My 
Christian  concepts  .  .  .  compel  me  al¬ 
ways  to  be  respectful  of  every  type  of 
religious  or  philosophical  belief.”  Fabre¬ 
gat  regrets  that  Shukairy  has  used  the 
kind  of  language  he  has  and  says  that 
such  language  “is  much  more  fitting  to 
past  ages.”  It  might  well  follow  that 
many  of  the  other  statements  made  by 
the  Arab  spokesman  are  as  groundless, 
Fabregat  points  out. 

[Presumably,  Shukairy  directed  his 
attack  against  Fabregat  because  the 
veteran  Uruguayan,  as  a  member  of 
UNSCOP  in  1947,  is  in  a  position  to 
refute  much  of  Shukairy’s  distortions.] 

Shukairy  also  tries  to  incite  Chris¬ 
tians  against  Israel.  He  says  that  the 
Christian  world  should  be  grateful  to 
the  Arab  armies.  If  it  had  not  been 
for  the  Arab  armies  in  1948,  the  Holy 
Sepulchre  would  not  be  available  to  the 
Christian  world  today.  No  Christians 
would  be  allowed  to  worship  there. 
The  Sepulchre  would  have  l^en  de¬ 
stroyed  by  the  Jews. 

[In  truth,  all  the  Christian  shrines 
inside  Israel  were  protected  and  pre¬ 
served.] 

Shukairy’s  long  tirades  weary  the 
delegates.  He  is  aware  that  he  is 
taking  too  much  time.  But  it  is  not 
really  his  fault.  It  is  Israel’s.  For  he 
must  quote  long  statements  from  Is¬ 
rael  sources.  If  he  takes  time,  it  is 
the  Israelis  who  are  to  be  blamed,  for 
they  are  so  long-winded,  he  explains. 
Agaiiist  the  U.  S.  Shukairy  attacks  the 
United  States.  It  has  acted  as  a 
(Continued  on  page  60) 
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“lobbyist,  a  public  relations  man"  to 
promote  and  defend  Israel  and  be  hopes 
that  the  United  States  will  disengage 
itself  from  “international  robbery.” 

While  Shukairy  attacks  the  United 
States,  he  goes  out  of  his  way  to  curry 
favor  with  the  Soviet  bloc  by  depre¬ 
cating  recent  charges  that  the  Soviet 
Union  has  been  discriminating  against 
its  Jewish  citizens. 

He  stoutly  defends  the  Soviet  Union 
against  what  he  calls  “a  false  campaign” 
on  the  persecution  of  Jewish  leaders. 
He  justifies  any  action  the  Soviet  Union 
may  have  taken  on  the  ground  that  the 
Soviet  Union  does  not  allow  its  citizens 
to  have  loyalties  to  a  foreign  state. 

• 

Comay  uses  his  time  to  set  the  rec¬ 
ord  straight  and  to  appeal  for  p>eace. 
He  describes  Shukairy  as  a  “mentality 
of  compulsive  hatred,”  and  emphasizes 
that  Sbukairy’s  demands  for  UN  com¬ 
missions  and  inquiries  are  unwarranted 
and  are  inconsistent  with  Israel’s  sover¬ 
eignty.  Israel,  he  says,  is  not  a  non¬ 
self-governing  territory. 

Comay  declares  that  Sbukairy’s 
speech  could  be  summed  up  in  four 
words — “Israel  must  be  eliminated.” 

“But,”  he  goes  on:  “The  trumpet 
blasts  of  his  rhetoric  will  not  bring  the 
walls  of  Israel  tumbling  down.” 

He  analyzes  the  Shukairy  polemics 
as: 

1.  An  attempt  to  rewrite  the  histori¬ 
cal  record  in  order  to  evade  responsi¬ 
bility  for  the  disasters  the  Arab  leaders 
brought  on  their  people  and  to  project 
the  guilt  to  others. 

2.  An  obsession  with  organizing  ways 
and  means  to  harm  and  eliminate  Israel. 

3.  A  propaganda  effort  to  depict  to 
the  outside  world,  and  especially  to  the 
new  countries  of  Asia  and  Africa,  an 
ugly  and  distorted  image  of  Israel  as 
expansionist,  neo-colonialist  and  racial¬ 
ist. 

4.  An  attempt  to  use  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  to  whittle  away  at  Israel’s  state¬ 
hood  and  sovereignty. 

5.  An  unfeeling  attitude  towards  the 
Arab  refugees  who  must  not  be  allowed 
to  be  absorbed  into  useful  and  produc¬ 
tive  lives,  but  who  must  be  kept  indefi¬ 
nitely  as  refugees  to  serve  as  a  weapon 
against  Israel. 

6.  A  rejection  of  any  peaceful,  nego¬ 
tiated  Arab-Israel  settlement  and  the 
search  for  a  solution  by  violence. 

«  *  • 

All  the  Arab  delegates  echo  the  same 
refrain,  but  Shukairy  bolds  the  spot¬ 
light.  Some  Arab  leaders  probably 
know  that  he  is  out  of  tune  with  the 
international  community  and  that  he 
may,  in  truth,  be  hurting  their  cause. 
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France  is  unhappy  about  America’s 
lack  of  support  in  its  quarrel  with  the 
UAR  over  the  arrests  of  the  French 
mission  members  who  have  been  ac¬ 
cused  of  plotting  to  assassinate  Nasser. 
Debre  said  that  France  is  confronted 
with  a  “serious  lack  of  understanding” 
in  the  United  States  and  in  Europe. 

The  New  York  Times,  commented 
on  Dec.  14,  “Since  the  UAR  is  flouting 
the  rule  of  law  as  accepted  by  inter¬ 
national  cxistom.  President  Nasser  need 
not  wonder  why  world  opinion  will  be 
sympathetic  to  the  French  diplomats 
and  not  to  the  Egyptians.” 

Meanwhile,  the  UAR  has  secured 
another  diplomatic  victory.  On  Dec. 
13,  it  was  named  as  the  representative 
of  the  Middle  East  on  an  18-nation  dis¬ 
armament  commission  created  by  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Syria  Votes.  When  a  military  coup 
ended  Egyptian  control  over  S^ia  in 
September,  the  army  turned  the  gov¬ 
ernment  over  to  a  civilian  body  headed 
by  a  former  right-wing  politician.  Dr. 
Mamoun  Kuzbari.  Both  the  army  and 
Dr.  Kuzbari  promised  that  elections 
would  be  held  within  four  months. 

Meanwhile,  President  Nasser  charged 
that  the  coup  had  been  engineered  by 
a  small  group  of  Syrian  reactionaries 
and  insisted  that  Cairo  would  withhold 
recognition  until  there  was  evidence 
that  the  new  regime  enjoyed  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Syrian  people.  To  meet 
that  challenge,  as  well  as  to  put  the 
nation’s  affairs  on  a  permanent  basis, 
the  Kuzbari  government  advanced  the 
elections  to  Dec.  1. 

Syria’s  speed  is  in  interesting  contrast 
to  election  practices  in  both  Egypt  and 
Iraq.  It  was  several  years  after  the 
Naguib-Nasser  revolt  before  voters 
went  to  the  polls  in  Egypt.  Only  one 
list  was  authorized;  there  were  no  op¬ 
position  candidates.  Since  the  1958 
revolt  in  Iraq,  Col.  Kassem’s  military 
junta  promised  “free  elections”  on  sev¬ 
eral  occasions — but  no  election  has 
been  held. 
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In  preparation  for  the  elections,  60 
prominent  Syrians  (excluding  Com¬ 
munists  and  Nasserites)  published  a 
“national  contract,”  pledging  to  honor 
free  elections  and  to  uphold  three  basic 
principles:  1)  Syria’s  separate  identity; 
2)  safeguards  for  private  property;  3) 
a  socialist  way  of  life. 

The  law  decreed  by  Nasser  in  March 
1958,  outlawing  party  activities  in  the 
Syrian  region,  remained  in  force.  Thi^ 
candidates  ran  on  a  personal  basis. 
When  the  lists  closed,  on  Nov.  22,  no 
less  than  1,682  candidates  had  pre¬ 
sented  themselves  for  the  172  seats  in 
the  new  parliament.  The  leader  of  the 
Syrian  Communist  party,  Khaled  Bakh- 
dash,  exiled  in  Eastern  Europe,  at¬ 
tempted  to  return  on  Nov.  19,  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  elections,  hut  was  turned 
back  at  Damascus  airport. 

Seats  in  the  new  parliament  were  al¬ 
located  on  a  religious  and  regional  basis. 
Seven  seats  were  reserved  for  Bedouins, 
16  for  Christians,  and  149  for  Moslems, 
including  Druses. 

Nasser  forces  called  for  a  boycott  of 
the  elections.  But,  despite  propaganda 
from  Nasser’s  official  and  clandestine 
radio  stations,  there  was  a  large  turn¬ 
out,  and  the  voting  was  heavier  than  it' 
was  in  1954,  when  the  last  free  elec-i 
tions  were  held. 

Most  of  those  elected  support  the 
right-wing  groups  backing  Dr.  Kuzbari  i 
and  it  is  expected  that  the  new  parlia-l 
ment  will  repeal  some  of  the  left-wing, 
legislation  introduced  by  Nasser  dur-; 
ing  his  rule  over  Syria.  While  right-^ 
wing  forces  have  gained  strength,  the! 
left-wing  Ba’ath  party  was  able  to  se-< 
cure  a  substantial  bloc.  Only  four  of) 
the  Syrian  members  of  the  former  UAR 
parliament  were  reelected  to  the  newt 
legislature — and  Cairo  Radio  called  thef 
results  a  “national  disaster.” 

The  elections  will  bring  about  change* 
in  Syria’s  relations  with  neighboring 
Iraq.  Before  the  new  parliament  was 
elected,  Syria  and  Iraq  entered  into 
wide  economic  agreements  and  it  nosn 
seems  that  political  ties  between  tbfl| 
two  states  will  become  much  stronger^ 
The  heads  of  both  leading  parties  and 
at  least  26  independents  in  the  parliiH 
ment  favor  closer  collaboration. 
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